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Dear SIR, 


GREEABLE to your wifhes, I fubmit to-your cons 

fideration, a few obfervations on a pamphlet, that is 
intended as a reply to a letter addreffed to the Calviniftic 
Baptitts on the fubjeét of un{criptural doxologies, 


I'doubt not but you will recolle& that the author of that 
letter chargedthe orthodox Baptifts with ufing ‘doxologies 
in their public devotions which are unfcriptural ; that 
they were {0 tenacious of thefe forms of their own making, 
as{carcely ever to afcribeglory to Godat theconclufion of 


_ their prayers, in the very devout and expreflive language 
which was ufed by Chrift and his Apoftles|; and that this | 


practice feems to arraign the wifdom of our bleffed Savior 
in not adopting the moft fuitable forms in afcribing glory, 
dominion and praife to God—has an obvious tendency to 
eréate fufpicions in the mind of the people at large, that 
_ the Apoftles were not perfe& judges ofthe way to condué 
our ‘devotions, and confequently that the phrafeology of 
thé New Teftament, is not the moft corre& and expre five 


to defctibe God, and'the worfhip which all men owe to 


him. For it was faid, if other phrafes mult be'almoft uni- 
Verfally ufed, fuch “as have ‘no dire& countenance in the 
Bible, to exprefs the ideas we have of the Deity, the natu 
ral ‘inference is this ; that thefe’ who ufe fuch phrafes, muft 
think them deter upon the whole than thofe which were ufed 
‘Apoftles; men’ divinely ‘infpired And this 
condlufion muft-hold good univérfally, fach as 
Habit of fubftituting-s haman form for one that js 
divine, and of ¢ copying the éxample of fallible men, inftead 


af ‘gdhereing 'té the dire@tivn and praGict of our great 
| Lawgiver 
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Lawgiver.and his Apoftles. Befides this pratice appears 
totally inconfritent with the fentiments of the Baptifts, as 
wasthewnintheletteralready referred to—forit is ene of the 
profefled leading principles, of this denomination of 
chriftians, to adhere to the plain precepts and examples 
of the Bible, in forming their faith, and in ne 


With'this conviftion, the Letter-writer was quite at a 
Iofs to‘utderftand, how the Baptifts could expe& their 
brethren; the Poedobaptilts to relinquith their prattice of 
rinkling infants becaufe it was not founded on any 
precept or example in the New Teftament, whiltt they 
were in a fimilar praftice as to their doxologics. The one 
as as much built on inference as the other, and it appeared 
to him neither fair nor candid, to expeé from others a 
compliance with a law, or rule of condué, that was not 
admitted to bind the perfons who made it, Indecd lam 
quite of the opinion that the Pocdobaptifts have it in their 
power to addrefs the orthodox Baptifts in an argumentum ad 
hominem, that is very juft, though a little fevere ; It is 
thus exprefied in the language of {cripture; “ Caft out 
firft the beam out of thine own eye, and then fhalt thou 
fee clearly to pull out the mote that is in thy brother's 
eye.” When you compare the importance of the ritual 
and variable parts of worfhip, with the moral and fand- 
ing parts of it in all ages, you will think the language of 
our Savior to be j in point in the. cafe to which we are now 
applying it. In my view there is no_propofition in the 
world, more felf evident than this ; ; The moral circum- 
ftances of men being the fame, they ought to be governed 
by the famelaws. It is from this principle we infer, that 
departure from the direct inftru€tions of the Bible, in the 
more important parts of religion, will warrant a departure 
from them in the lefsintrefting concerns of it. “And if thie 


be admitted, cannot {ee bus it will 
jeflen 
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leffen the reverence. we ought ever to have for the word af 
God. But how can the Baptifts, the orthodox Baptitts, 
think that their expaftulations about baptifm can: be at- 
tended with any fuccefs, whilit they depart as far, at leaft 
from the feripture, as their Pedobaptift brethren? This 
is a trait in humanconduétand expeétation that catinot ea- 
_ fily [be defcribed. The principle is this, J may a& without 
precept or precedent to govern my conduét, nay in-oppo- ip 
fition to both ; but if.a fellow chriftian does the fame, he is 
cenfured by me, and demanded to reform ! Now the 
perfon who can dothis, muft poffefs a very peculiar habit 
ef mind, or he muft prefume very much on the candor of 
the world if he expec not to be told, “ go and obey the 
law that you have made: fhew by your praétice, that the. 
pofitive authority of God in all things regulates your own 
condu&.” 


_ But.the writer of the remarks on the letter to the Bape 
tifls, will perhaps prove that the politive rites of religion 
and afcriptions of praife to God, are not fubjeé& to the 
famelaw, The difference, if there be any, will make in 
favor of the argument of the author of the letter to the 
Baptifts, fince pofitive rites may vary with the circume 
{tances of mankind, as is evident from the difpenfations 
of revealed religion, and confequently the laws that infti- 
tute them are not of an unchangeable nature; whereas 
afcriptions of praife and glory to God, muft remain ever 
the fame, as long as God and man exift. This being the 
cafe, you will not wonder that the writer of the remarks hath 
not advanced one reafon in favor of the diftin&tion that fome 
have fuppofed to exift between the law that regulates our 
condu& in alf the pofitive rites of religion; and the law 
that direfts our devotion in the more folemn parts. of it. 
Had he attempted to'reafon on the-fubje&, in this view of 
ity Lam fatish would have, operated direfly againt 
the-praftice of not adhescing to fcriptwre modes of wor- 
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‘thip, in concluding our prayers after theexample of ‘Chri 
‘and his Apofties. He quotes a palfage ! from Mr. Boct H's 
Exaniined, / 23. 24. 25. .) of remarks, which 
“fatty nothing bir this—e ‘That the Baptifts require pofi- 
‘tive precepts or examples to direét’ys in the ritual part of 
“worfhip—and will admit of proof by inferences in mat- 
of moral obligation” —And‘what is'this to the pur- 


~pofe We knew this before. ‘This is ftating propo- 


and leaving others to prove*them ! But you will 
calk thé writer of the rémarks for his proofs : for you look 
for evidenre this: cafe,° and ‘not authority—you expe 
fome reafons to be produced why infererces will not do 
am one cafe as well asin the gther, I appeal-to you Sir ; 
A appeal.to the orthodox Baptifts themfelves ; if Mr. 
Boors,,or the writer of:the remarks, has advanced any 
thing like a reafon, for the variation of the law that di- 
refs the rites of religion, fromthat which governs the moral 
Obligations’ of worthip.” ‘The fa& is, that in many in- 
ftances; moral ‘obligations partake of the nature of pofi- 
tive inftitutiors Such. are the firft and feeond command- 
ments—dfid;fuch is the direftien of our Lord, where he 


Thay fitalt worhip the Lord thy God, and him 


pniy, thalt thou ferve,”’.. The worfhip of God, generally 
conGdered is a, moral obligation founded gn relationfhip ; 
but God i is pleafed to.inform.us how he will be wor- 


fhipped—that worthip becomes doubly binding—-becomes 


2 Pofitive indtitution, from the expres direCtion of our 
great Lawgiver and Judge. | Here then,you will obferve 
notHing c can be found that favors unfcriptural doxologies. 
This far‘Sir, have no ‘polo, y in reafon, for a com- 
iftige in divine worfhip. us turn Our attention 
to this Avriter® frdm Why he prefers un- 


prtirat ‘doxotégits, t8 Gries. Whe fubje& in 


Gy ain perhaps) it will pr 
mr from ihfelences; dgainft & currcnt 
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‘We are told that, we .are, baptized in the name. of) 
the), Father,;, Son,.and), Holy’, Ghoft—and that: there . 
are three that bear record im heaven, and that thefe three 
are onc—that Chrift and his Father.are one—and that. 
the Apoiltle. withes the, grace.of our Lord Jefus Chrilt, | 


and .the Jove of.God; and_.the .fellowthip. of the Holy’ 
Chott, to be wit all chriftians : And from thefe premifes , 


the writer would infer that the Calviniftic Baptifts ought | | 
to ‘ufe unferiptural doxologics. .The argument, that is: 
built on the. commiffion, to favor the common orthodox ; 
doxologies, “ proyes too much, therefore it proves no-» 
thing”—Paul. tells Us, Cor. 2. That the If{raclites , 
were baptized. into Mofes—a phrafe which undoubtedly | | 
means the fame as to be baptized into the name of Mofes, 
fee Gal, iii. 27. and Rom. vi. 3. But were the Ifraelites , | 
obligated by this to pay the fame divine -honors to Mofes . n 
as to God Will the writer of the remarks aflert this? . . 
Rut this he muft do to be confiftent, or to. make: an ar-., | 
gument to favor an unfcriptural ufage from. this. 
text,, At.any rate I may. be permitted to alk | 
—Are. thefe {criptures in point ? Have they 
reference whatever to prayer ? The anfwer is, plain., | 
—No, .For, what putpofe | then, they. are introduced 

in the remarks, is known tothe. writer himlelf, It is», 

certain. they are. not direé&t proofs. ; The arguments jhe | 
_ would draw from _thefe premifes, amount to nothing but , 

inferences—and inferences fo precarious and far-fetched i in 
their application, as never to ae alluded to by any of the - 
Apoftles, and the frft and mof*glorious chriftians, in the , 
-conclufion of their prayers, _Inferences are notadmitted 
in the affair of ,Baptifm, when,the qucftion is not fo, — 

f much about the inftitution itfelf, as about certain circum- . 
ftanges that. relate. to the ordinance, and. which it is fap- ; - 

pofed will, admit.of ja latitude of interpretation. The 
Peedobaptifts.in general, as well as the Baptilts, acknow-. 

ledge. the validity,of .Baptifm,, but. differ about the mode 
in, which the oxdjnance, is. to be performed, and.about the. ; 
fubjetts 


| 
\ 


of it. Hore howéver inference is at all, 
according to the view of the vindicator of the érthodox: 
Baptifts, Why might not! fay in my turn I will not 
admit of your inference’ ? You have not given any rea- 
fon why I Sir, Pdemahd pofiti¥e precept of 
You—-You have made the lew—and-your brother Boortit 
has ratified it. hath fhowni that pofitive precepts and 
precedents are alt in all in the affairs of revealed religion. 
Titdieed he would ‘with to explain away this point where 
itprefies hin, but he has not favored us with his reafons 
for fo doing ; and he hath faid fo much in favor, of the 
fatnefs and perfection of thefcriptures in all things that con- 
cérn our faith and pra@ice; that I am inclined to be of 
his opinion. A's for what the writer of the remarks hath 
about God, Chrift, and the Holy Spirit—I fuppofe 
he will admit that the Apoftles knew as much as himfelf, 


_gbout Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, and honored them as 


muchas he,orany ofhis orthodox brethren may do--Yet they 
néver ufed hisdoxologies--they neverthought that tirey fob- 


bed Chrift and the Holy Spirit of any of théir glory 


by not ufing modern found doxologies !' Is the writer of 
the rémarks more anxious about glorifying the Trinity 
than the Apoftles were ? Or is he afraid of herefy if he 
ftieuld be in the habit of following thém ?' Is he dppre- 
hénfive of the'truth being facrificed by intitating the fir 
chriftians who fhed their blood in defencé of the pure gof- 

? Can you fuppofe if the modéti doxologies had 
been underitood by the Apofttes to be the great bulwarks 
of the orthodox faith, they would hav€ omitted them ? 
You cannot anfwer this queftion without fuppofing either 
that the Apoftles did not judge fuch afcriptions were 
agtéeable to their views of the gofpel—or they did not 


think théy tendéd to fpiritual ‘edificatioria-or elfe they 


were ignorant on the fubjeét, or indifferent about it, and 


-Jefeit to modern ages, 1 will not call them times of igno-. 


wance, becaufe ull this happened under the gofpe! difpen- 


to fetthe «mere {uitable <xpreffions to convey oar 
alcriptions 
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afcriptions of glory to God, than were ufed by 
men divinely infpired ! Suppofe 1 were to make 
my appeal to the world, and afk who underftood 
the Chriftian religion beft ? Chrift and his Apoftles—or 
the orthodox Baptifts of the Weftern Affociation ? 
Whilft ‘then I find the author of the remarks and his 
brethren unwilling to condué their devotion and afcripti- 
ons of praife, according to the example of Chrift and 
his blefted Apoftles, “ Whilft they forbear the ufe of 
this remarkable apoftolic language, it looks as if they 
were confcious that it would not properly exprefs the facts 
to which it fhould be applied”—and it looks as if they 
fuppofed the firft chriftians have not left us the beft direc- 
tions to give God glory and praife ! But if this princi- 
ple be admitted, I fear it will carry us too far, to fupport 
‘the fole authority of our gracious, wife, and compaflion- 
ate Savior, over his church. We therefore rejeé& the 
_ ‘principle that would mend the golpel, and-would make 
the reafonings of fallible men, of equal authority with the 
fats that are recorded inthe Bible, I might prefs this point, 
and place it in ftill Mrongerlight, did I think it neceffary. 


Having neticed all that this writerhas attempted to fay 
grom f{cripture, in defence of his praftice, permit me to 
fpeak to the only argument in his whole book, ad- 
wanced againn the reafoning in the letter to the Baptifts. 
The fubftance of it is this—The Author's propofition in 
defence of {cripture doxologies proves too much, there- 
fore it proves nothing—p. 26 remarks, But furely this 
reafoning may be. turned againft himfelf by the Paedo- 
baptift—He may fay, **. Your demand of us, that we 

roduce a dire& precept or example provestoo much— 
you admit of inferencés in fome parts of religion, as valid 
proofs——are you the only judges in what cafes inferences 
are to. be received or rejeGted? If you infer, permit us to 
enjoy the fame privilege—we have the fame Bible as you 
have—and the fame God to ferve—and the fame confcience 
to meep pure—lct us agrée in the facts of chriftianity, and 


exprefs 
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ther inthe language of the [cripture, and let us un 
derfiand thein: inthe prefence of God” For the pré- 
det us wave advantage of comparing 
dues, and of forming aft argument um ad ignorantiam— 
ere ny the | #hd examine its force. _ 


Fy ia an address, Lo the, Deity, ‘and contitts of feveral 
Some parts re the great objett of our dey otion 
‘unchangeable nature and perfettions, in hig unr}- 
Aangrs and call apan him as our 
Creator or #athtr—in thefe welations. he is the fame 
gughout all agesand kingdoms. We. eonfels his feet, 
shat guilty, and have rebelled—Here we exprefs 


urfelyes-in that Janguage which is. molt fujtahle, to de- 


our, eandition, and. the language: wall wary, at dif- 


ferent: with the variations in our moral, circum- 
antes. Our unworthine(s Ong. View, will, imprefs us 


it, will firike as in. anothér—In fhort, this 


prayer will be as variable frames, cxcre 
temptatioris, hopes’ and fears. alfo with 
our petitions—At ong tine we have thie favor 


>: at.another time we have, another, to. pets 
Sse a enon the prayers of the three Jews in the . 


SF Dahicl in the Lion’s-den ; or pf. Jonah 
“haVe been tg 1 in 
ion, When. probable, their ‘Objekt was 
Gngular ailictions. ? ou wil)’ 
tour confeffions and petitions ‘are parts: 
elation to ths frame and hiu-. 

we all power, ‘ddminion, 

pe fane, we With: 

Wivinely 
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glory to God more and expreffiv ‘than 


thofe we are diretted to by the Holy Ghoft, And if we 
entertain fuch a ‘prefumption, it is not the way to honor 
the Holy Spirit, though we may talk much about our ob- 
ligations tohim-). 


OF the writer of the remarks had diftinguifhed between 
fuch parts of prayer as are expreflive of the mutability of 
the Creature, and thofe which relate to the immutability of 
God, he might have fedn the propriety of adhereing ‘to 
the latter, when ‘the former could not: poffibly. apply. 
It may be further oblerved, that very. few of the prayers 
of the Apoftles of any length have been tranfmitted tous 
—not fo.as to their aleriptions of glory and praife.; We 
have a great Variety of thefe, cither of which we may 
ule with fafety,’ candor and charity, and by fo doing we 


fhall avoid introducing confufion and contention among 


the worfhippers of the fame God: and promote his glory’ 
by maintaining an unity of {pirit,.in the ftedfaft- bond of 
the goipel of peace ! much. more benevolent and 
chriftian would this appear! How. much more in harmo- 
ny with the dignity of our, profeflion, and the glory of 
our. calling, to drop unfcriptural epithets of party dil- 
tinction, in the moft folemn parts of worfhip,.and unite 
as the children of the fame God, in exprefling our ideas 
of his glory, in ftrains with which he is pleafedto infpire — 
us | Miftaken muft that mind be, which thinks that it 
gives glory to God, when it is cherifhing confufon in his 
: family—wounding the Confcience of pious and fincere 
_ worthippers—departing from the letter, if not from the 
{pirit of the gofpel, and affording fatisfaftion to none 
But the ‘nilffaken “and prejudiced ! Surely this is-not 

the ‘kind, “friendly and healing fpirit of Chrift! 
We' cannot behold it ¢ontended for but with gricf—yet 
Conterided for itis, long:dsahy refit the fcripture 
If the {pirit-of true’ and exalted piety] be our 
whillt we cherifh the worfhip of God,. what 
 elveateage thal we find by comparing the energy and 
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fublimity of fcripture doxologies, with thofe that are ufed 
by the Calviniftic Baptifts! Let us here contraft the 
Apoiltle Paul, under the infpiration of the Spirit of God 
concluding his prayer, with the author of the remarks 
and a member of the Weftern Affociation concluding his) 
The former, with all the gravity of an Apoltle, ftanding 
before God, will thus aferibe glory to his Maker—he will 
ftile him “ The bleffed and only Potentate, the King of 
Kings and Lord of Lords, who only hath immortality, 
dwelling in the light which no man can approach unto, 

- Whom no man hath feen nor can fee, to whom be honor 
and power everlafting, Amén.” This defcription ap- 
pears fo full of dignity, majefty and confiftence, as pow- 
erfully to imprefs the heart; as to hold the foul in a kind 

. of reverential fufpence ! Here! fcé the greatnefs of my 
God! But let us hear a modern orthodox Baptift 
exprefling himfelf on the fame fubje&’—* To whom, 
‘vith the Father, and the Holy Spirit, be aferibed domi- 
nion and praife for ever.” p. 22, of remarks, What an 
amazing difference in language !—but it might be 
thought invidious to follow the comparifon any further, 
as the one was an infpired Apofltle, the other a fallible 
man { “May we have humility to learn of be Chrift 


and his Apoftles ! This will be the bef f of our 
fubmitting to the trightcoufnefs of God \4n point of 


Piety and charity, adhereing to {cripture doxologics has 
vaftly the preference. 


And here Sir I fhould conclude, not the author 
of the remarks teftified his approbation of the Affociation 
letter of the year 1785. After fome of the leading mini- 
fters in the Weftern Baptift Affociation had exprefied 
their difapprobation of the letter in queflion—it is fome- 
thing very inexplicable, to find it [poken favourably of 
by this writer, ( fee p. 8.9.) yea, as containing the fame 
Syftem of truth as is fill tatight by the minilers in this 
conneftion., 


Permit 
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Permit me to requeft your Sentiments on the following 
paflage in the above named letter, 


*“ We lament with you, the aboundings of dice in 

every form; the name of God is profaned—his goods 

nefs abufed—-his day is defpifed+—his law is infulted, 

and his worfhip is negleéted : Thefe things fhali be 

«“ foralamentation, but thefe arc not the greateftevils we 

fee prevail, nor are youmoft in danger in your chriftis 

say ‘¢ an courfe to difhonor the Lord, from the tranfgreifi- 

ons ef the wicked”---and then adds---** But the fnare 

* which endangers the chriftians ftedfafinels, is the 

** plaufibility of error, and the charafter of thofe whe 

“ offerit to us---Where there is a profeffed regard for the glory 

of God and the good of mankind, accompanied with a candid 

“ temper, anda life of virtue ; there we wifh you to fufpedt, tlk, 
4S you have txamined every propofal made to you.” 

According to this reprefentation, the fuppofed fpecue 

1 = fative errors of fuch men as profefs to glorify God, with 

a candid temper and virtuous lives; are greater evils 

than blafphemy, profanation, &c. 1 will not make any re- 

marks on this paflage, but leave it before the public tri- 

bunal to ftand or fall, to be applauded or cenfured!. I 

have only to add, this is one of the paflages the writer 

of the letter to the Baptift thought exceedingly uncandid, 

reprehenfible and injurious, and fuch as ought not ta 

have the fanétion of a body of chriftian minifters | But 

the whole letter it feems, muftnow be defended !. Tan- 

gane animis calefiibus ira? 

_ It appears ‘to me, thatthe writer of the remarks is in- 

dlined to loole fight of the queftion at iffue---the doxologies 

¥ +-and introdyce the Trinity and atonement, as fubjeéts 

of debate, But ‘touch has been faid by many good men 

s already on 'thefe points ; and 1 hope it will give offence 

| neither to the author of the Iectter, nor to the gentleman 

who makes remarks upon it, to fay, that more has been 

faid witty ae learnedly on thele points, than it is in 


their 
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theif power te anipretve Refides it is impoMblc 


-\from his remarks to or What atone- 


menttheiremarker would wwiflr:to defend :="Every perfon 


of any. delcernment, believe; that “will read the re; 


marks wilbgive him credit thathe doesnot meantodefendthe 
old Athanalian orthodox Trimity; for he cautioully.avoids 
the peculiardiitinctions whith we find in the celebrated 
creed of Sty Athanafius:, ‘Nor:does he appear willing. to 
cOuntenancethe dottrine of three diftind, divine, philo- 
fophical :perfons -or beings;in one God. ‘fee p. 12 of re- 
marks, The writcr of:the letter to the Baptifts is as 
Grin: in. the belief of ‘the: icripture doftvine of Father, 
Son, Holy Ghoft, and ‘of the glorious do@rine of 
our reconciliation te Godby the death of his Son, as 
any oncofthemembersof the Weftern Affociation. Inthefe 
obférvations Lhave amach higher obje& than to fix the atten- 
tion of the public on the perfonof the writer of the:remarks, 
otherwile, J coulddirstt you, and the public,toobferve what 
dofirine i is taught*in p. 16. i7, 18, of remarks, and in 
12. 19. 1am candid enough however, to hope that the 
author did not ice clearly what he there advanced ; 

dtherwife ile would have avoided it. The fpirit 


marinerof this 'writer 1-can pity, cannot fuller myfelf 


‘The obnoxious paffage in p. 16.’ of letter to the Bap- 
tifts, mere no mofe ‘according to my view, than that it 
is’an acknowledged maxim among Calviniftic Bap- 
tits; that <anferipttiral worfhip ‘is wrong ; and that the 
worfhip which hath neither a dircR precept nor precedent 
to fangtion-it, ;the weorthip. intended: to be defcribed. 
Of this:riature. is ithe -worfhip thats fan@ioned by the 
cominon.doxologics ;amd.if fo, it be ‘wrong---and 
it mult be known, to, be, to: all thofe. whortandidly ¢exae 
mine the” word of. God,: And maistain Ute, re- 
ferred to. is the the author. of, the ictter to the 
has of the what is) wrong .in one, is 
Wrong in another, ‘and the principle t that makes it wrong 
is obvious qf ths explication of the paflage is inde- 
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fonfible, he gives it ingorret not fromthe 
Toning of the remarker, for he. has faid nothing to prove, 
that it will not admit of the above. interpretation but 
from a, principle of candor. Neverthelefs, he has 
a rt; ght to fay that the above was the fenfe -in, which. he 
meant the plirafe, ;you know Jt, ip wrong,’’:and he fubmits 
this fenfe to the judgement of the pybiic, He was not 


fo grofs as to affix to his brethren in general, the very 


coarfe epi ithets that their friend hath deen. proper to apply 
to them, for he has a real elteem for the pious and fincere 
of every partys. And it is alfo evident the monthly re- 
viewers, a body of the; firkt xefpeftability in all the 
walks of ditcrature and liberality, did not underftand the 
paffage in queltion, as the writer of the remarks -was 
pleafed to conitrue it: Nor can it be faid with: candor, 
that their attention was not (efficiently called to it ! .The 


author of the remarks i is at liberty. if he pleafo, to corre? 


thefe gentlemen, 


Pardon me for thofe Little 
as they can*intercit the publidlopinion but very Litde, and 
the point at iffue none at alli I-fhall only detaim-you d6r 
a few moments longer,. whilft. I’ remind you of the. {tate 
of the queftion as it now ftands. betwixt the Calvimiihe 
Baptifts andthe author of the’ printed letter that:was: ad- 
dreffed to them of the fubjeét of unfcriptural doxolegi¢ 
It remains, yet certain that we have in the new teitament 
pbove -twenty, different forms,of ¢oncluding prayer, and 
alcribing glory to the Deity,and yot,not one/of thefe. ig 
generally ufed by an orthodox man. It alfo, appears that 
the Baptifts continue to demand of their brethren the Pa- 
dobaptifts, ‘a precept or example to jaftify their praftfce i in 
fprinkling their children, and will not admit-of the ‘pis’ 
of inference; and yet they will make ufe of inference 
themfelves, to jultify their departure from the exprefs 
declaratiohs of ‘the gof pet : It is evident. too, thivthey are 
tenacious Of aVoiding the {cripture doxologics, and thus of 
eftablifhing a ‘ptinciple that calls in quéftion the flipremacy 
of Chrift.in his church, and.all this is done to fppor the 


of the gofpel. But this is beginning at the 
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